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Abstracts: The modern state traditionally claim legal 
omnicompetence, therefore the objectives of a sovereign 
state is presumed to be subject to no legal limitation of 
any class or type. They are also independent in their 
relation to other organizations, institutions and or 
communities within a given territory. And expects the 
unwavering allegiance of its subjects on the bases that it 
protects and represents the total interest of the entire 
social formation within its territorial jurisdiction. 
Prominent among these interests, includes the provision 
of law and order internally, and the external protection of 
its citizens against aggression of any kind, these 
obligations in recent times has expanded to include the 
provision of economic welfare in the widest possible 
scale. This paper attempt to ascertain the degree to which 
Africa states have fared in the provision of these basic 
necessities in the new world order. It however, contend 
fervently that, the new world order has ushered in a 
system of socio-political and economic circumstances 
that subjected the above attributes of the modern states to 
mere wishful thinking and arrest the sovereignty of the 
African states. For they can no longer maintain or 
enforce those obligations to which they are compelled by 
the class relation they exist to maintain, in the new world 
order. And therefore, in appropriate term should cease to 
be referred to as sovereign states by definition.      
 
Keywords:  Globalization, Monopoly Capitalism, 
African States, Sovereignty and the New world 
order.  
  
INTRODUCTION  
When the United States President, George 
Bush Snr. In the 1990s coined the phrase the new 
world order in reference to the belligerent Sadden 
Hussein‟s  Iraqi military, shortly before they attack 
Kuwait. The phrase was not novel to scholars given 
that, it has been hitherto used in difference 
situations and circumstances. Nevertheless, what 
they did not understand, at least at that point is that, 
it was a formal announcement of a new phase of 
imperialism. This new phase symbolizes a 
particular stage in the maturation process and or the 
development of capitalism. This contemporary 
phase expresses a transitional stage of capitalism to 
a superior economic order, and this transitional 
stage as already highlighted by Lenin in his 
magnum opus is characterized by the displacement 
of capitalist free competitions by capitalist 
monopoly. This new world order that is here 
referred to as a new phase of imperialism, is a 
meticulous stage in capitalist evolution in which 
the dominance of monopoly and finance capital has 
establish itself; in which the export of capital has 
acquired pronounced important; in which the 
division of the world among the international trust 
has begun; in which the division of all the 
territories of the globe among the biggest capitalist 
powers has been completed (Lenin, as cited in Ake 
1981). on the other hand, in all the phrases „the new 
world order’ as has been used before now by 
difference people under peculiar circumstances is a 
unifying dictum, that the political society is built 
upon a common foundation given the 
interconnected nature of economics and political 
control (Hardee, 2004). As the phrase or concept 
and its international exploits continued to permeate 
the global consciousness the dynamics of its 
substance structure and functions demanded re-
assessment and re-definitions from concerned 
scholars, at least a definition that will be 
encompassing and contemporary reflecting an 
appropriate nomenclature for the new phase of 
capitalism. While some preferred monopoly 
capitalism others opted for globalization as the 
most suitable name for the concept that has 
subsume the realities of our times and brought its 
different characters into a worldwide single 
structure, the modern world system. Whichever 
way the two concepts is here seen as different side 
of the same coin. However, when the concept of 
globalization is used as a signifier that exploded as 
a subject of academic research and publication in 
the 1990s it attracted different meaning and 
perceptions from scholars of difference ideological 
orientation from both north and south. As to the 
extent of the connotation of the concept in 
contemporary time or the extent of its boundary, 
some contend that it is a transient global 
phenomenon while others argued that it has come 
to stay but the international socio-political and 
economic relations has indeed experienced a 
number of developments both before and most 
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certainly after the 1990s. However, the present 
transnationalisation process unfolding under 
globalization, most especially the construction of a 
new global production and financial system that is 
clearly transnational rather than international in 
nature does not suggest anything transient. But a 
phenomena that has come to encompass the entire 
globe (Robinson, 2004). Internationalization as first 
above mentioned is involving the extension of 
economic activities beyond or across national 
boundary by the large companies and, or 
multinational cooperation, either in their quest for 
protected source of raw materials or extended 
opportunities for profitable employment of labour. 
And it is a quantitative process that leads to a more 
extensive geographical pattern of the economic 
activities, while transnationalisation is qualitatively 
difference from internationalization process, 
involving not just  the geographical extension of 
economic activities beyond or across national 
boundaries but also the transnational fragmentation 
of these activities and their functional integrations 
(Dickson, 2003; Robinson, 2004). 
The new world order has presented a shift 
from the hitherto international market integration to 
global production integration. As the evolution of 
capitalism attain the present stage universally 
referred to as globalization it compelled scholars to 
sought for new approaches to problems which 
hardly a generation a ago seemed to men settled 
beyond dispute. While the supporters of 
globalization argued that the process would be 
beneficial to all and sundry and should be 
encouraged for its worldwide prosperity, others 
approach it with suspicion and some with outright 
fear. They ponder and asked themselves whether 
the looming globalization would engender the 
obituary of the modern state as some have already 
suggested, or just global economic transformation? 
What is the possibility of their survival under the 
tidal wave of globalization? And what does this 
process exactly have in stock for the under-
developed or developing nations of the global 
south? Although it has been argued by Marx in his 
Contribution to the critique of political economy  
that an alteration in the economic foundation of any 
society would sooner or later lead to the 
transformation of the whole superstructure. This 
paper intends to seek the answer to the above 
questions and or postulates, with a particular 
attention to its impact on the power and sovereignty 
of the African states.  But before that we intend to 
examine what the concept of globalization really is 
and what it‟s not. 
Globalization or Monopoly Capitalism 
In the framework of the new world order, 
monopoly capitalism or globalization, we are 
concerned with not just facts, but with a collection 
of facts that has led to a significant change in the 
contemporary global economic relations, 
undermining the sovereignty of the modern state at 
the same time. It maybe obfuscating at this point 
but the above postulate would become clearer as 
the study progresses. However, most would agree 
with me that if the twenty first century socio-
political and economic change or development 
must be understood then scholars must come to 
grip with what globalization is and what it is not. 
The concept of globalization become scholarly 
issue in the 1980s but the 1990s experienced raging 
debates on the nature, substance and the utility of 
the concept for social sciences and other related 
discipline. Nevertheless, by the beginning of the 
new century globalization has no doubt earned its 
place among the concerned discipline, and the 
debate shifted completely to the theoretical 
significant of the concept. But not all the scholars 
are completely at ease with the ideal and notion of 
globalization. Some sees it as a process that is in 
continuum and would be beneficial to all and 
sundry, in so far as it enhances the global economic 
development and is also inevitable and irreversible 
(Onuoha, 2004). But other scholars view the 
concept of globalization with hostility and some 
with outright fear, believing that it enhances 
inequality within and between states, threatens 
employment and thwart social progress. It is also 
argued from this quarter that globalization reduces 
the standard of living of the majority of the people. 
Still others argued that it is an old wine in a new 
wine-skin (2004). Consequently, several perception 
of the concept emerged. But since the objective of 
this study is not to settle this perception 
controversy, at least not in this part, we intend to be 
eclectic in our discourse in order not to repeat 
ourselves and arrive at a definition that would help 
us navigate through the rest of the analyses. 
 One important issue in globalization 
discourse and one that permeate into one of the 
underlying ontological issue on the study of 
globalization, is when does the concept of 
globalization starts?, what is the dimension of the 
process?. How a particular theory answers the 
above question will influence or even determine 
what we think when we mention the term 
globalization. Or if the term and the sequence of 
change in historical structures that the concept is 
assumed to explicate is worthwhile or just 
superfluous and misleading in any scholarly 
discourse or debate (Robinson, 2011). In one of his 
classic article tattled| “globalization and the 
sociology of Immanuel Wallenstein: a critical 
appraisal”. William Robinson made a historical 
note concerning the issue of globalization. He 
contends that three broad approaches to the 
temporal question of the concept can be identified: 
he summarized this approaches thus; 
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That globalization is a 
process that date back 
to the down of history 
„with a sudden recent 
acceleration; a process 
conterminous with the 
spread and 
development of 
capitalism over the past 
500 years; and recent 
phenomena associated 
with the social change 
of the late twentieth 
century (2011, p. 3). 
 
The world system paradigm as expounded by 
Immanuel Wallenstein fervently contended the 
second of the above postulates. However, a number 
of world system theories have already argued in the 
1990s that to mention the term or concept 
„globalization‟ was merely to reinvent an already  
existing concept, since they does not see anything 
new in the concept. Anyway, that is not the issue in 
focus here. Hence, we shall not waste our valuable 
time on it now but we might come back to it latter. 
 In addition to the above paradigm 
two schools of thought has emerged in the present 
century to disambiguate the concept of 
globalization; the first is the classical or the liberal 
school of thought, while the second is the neo-
Marxist or the radical school of thought. Among this 
different school of thought hundreds of definitions 
of the concept have been offered. But it is here 
argued that these different perceptions are, or can be 
reducible or even subsumed under the highlighted 
schools of thought. Just as expected the liberal 
argued that globalization is but a process of freeing 
the national economy so that business or trade 
between nations or sovereign states can take place 
more easily. As already noted by Clark (2000) 
globalization foster economic efficiency and 
encourage international institution and problem 
solving. He suggested that the process should be 
encouraged and generally accepted because of the 
effect it has in promoting social convergence built 
around the common recognition of the benefit of 
market and liberal democracy. The school sees the 
contemporary globalization as multi-dimensional 
and argued that while the economic dimensions 
constitute the heart of the process. The concept itself 
is far from being merely economistic. It is also 
applies to politics (globalization of democracy and 
governance), culture and the civil societies. The 
UNDP (2001) report on Human Development 
Project also concurred that economic dimension 
constitute the motor that drives the globalization 
process, and contends that the economic dimension 
of the concept loom so large that people generally 
equate globalization with macroeconomic process, 
such as trade flow, marketisation, capital flow, 
technological transfer and the dominance of 
transnational corporation (Onuoha, 2007). In 
addition, the report is of the opinion that the new 
information and communication technology ITC 
constitute the oil that lubricate and propels the 
process. 
 Wallenstein (2000) on the other 
hand see the concept of globalization in two distinct 
ways, primarily, he is of the view that globalization 
is an ideology of dominant group in reference to the 
neo liberal political ideology of global free trade and 
capital accumulation unrestricted by state. Indeed 
considering what we have discussed so far 
Wallenstein appears to be absolutely correct in his 
line of argument. It is indeed a blatant ideology 
evoked by the ruling class mostly in Western Europe 
and the United States of America to justify capitalist 
globalization of policies. At the same time he has 
also dismissed other social scientist‟s conception of 
globalization as simply a new and unnecessary term 
for the same historical process that world system 
theory have been expanding on since the 1970s 
(2000). Olisa (1999) in a paper presented in a public 
lecture at the Center for American Studies at the 
University of Nigeria Nsukka, appears to agree with 
the above postulates when he contends that 
globalization is an on-going gigantic movement 
initiated and set into motion by the developed 
capitalist and industrialized western countries which 
is primarily aimed at removing or weakening the 
territorial and jurisdictional boundaries and the 
protectionist policies of the global nations especially 
the underdeveloped or developing countries of the 
global south. Olisa, maintain that its overall target is 
to establish a global free market economy, open and 
transparent political system that will bring the whole 
global population under one single structure, in 
which all the global nation would participate and 
operates along a set rules and convention (1999). He 
further argued that some of the essential attribute of 
globalization can be reducible into the following; (a) 
removing all barriers on investments and investment 
capital‟ (b) encouraging competition for agriculture 
and industrial product in the free market, (c) 
dismantling territorial boundaries, (d) Applying the 
vaccine for structural adjustment programme SAP to 
all nation so as to equip them for effective 
participation in the global economy. In synopses this 
school of thought is of the opinion that the 
globalization process is neutral and natural and also 
inevitable part of historical change. They fervently 
contend that it would increase wealth and prosperity 
for all countries and people, including 
workers(Clark, 2000). In corroboration of the above, 
the World Bank report (1990) opined that increasing 
globalization would definitely expand opportunities 
for nations and on average help workers in rich and 
poor countries alike.  
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 Notwithstanding all the 
aforementioned essential attribute of globalization, 
the radical scholars or the radical school of thought 
did not concur with the above assessment. As a 
matter of fact, they collectively question the whole 
logic behind globalization and described it as an old 
wine in a new wineskin. It is argued among the 
scholars of this orientation that globalization in its 
current phase, is nothing but the universalization of 
capitalism in its speculative varieties (Asobie, 2002). 
He further argued that the contemporary 
globalization is synonymous with the emergence and 
dominance of an enormous amount of virtual money 
that is, a gigantic and highly mobile speculative 
capital. He is of the opinion that in its present 
manifestation, globalization is not simply a 
consequence of an inexorable match of market 
forces, as the liberal scholars had us believe. But the 
outcome of a conscious planning and execution, 
primarily by the super-large corporations 
headquartered in the global north and subsequently 
by the government of the United States and United 
Kingdom. In synopses, Asobie is of the opinion that 
globalization is nothing but a technique of 
ideological marketing, designed by the dominant 
global entrepreneurs in the global north primarily to 
counter a rising trend in the underdeveloped 
economy of the global south. This is essentially 
trends towards tougher laws, especially in the area of 
transfer of technology, patents, and collection of 
levies, control of foreign businesses, and the 
prevention of drain of foreign capital (2002). Ibanu 
(2000) also in his study titled the Reflection on 
globalization and American Pragmatisms; An 
African viewpoint, questioned the whole argument 
concerning the concept of globalization especially 
the illusion of one world as the liberal scholars 
would have us believe, and the myth of inevitability 
and identical effects of globalization. On the issue of 
one world, he contend that while it is not arguable 
that problem are becoming global the world is still 
as it was, full of regional variations, as Wallenstein 
(1974) has also contended. Apart from central 
Europe, Ibanu argued that all the global displaced 
persons or people are located in the third world. On 
the issue of the inevitability of globalization he 
opined that there is nothing inevitable about 
globalization (2000). 
 It is therefore, apparent that 
scholars of this persuasion have seen nothing new in 
the issue of globalization and resultantly have 
branded it a new form of imperialism or 
alternatively a neo-imperialism. The contested 
concept of globalization has also been referred to as 
a new world war in an article titled, An alternative 
view of Globalization, according to this study; 
A new world war has begun, but it 
is war against humanity as a whole, 
in the name of globalization. These 
modern wars assassinate and forget 
just like in all world wars. What is 
at stake is a new division of the 
world. This new division of the 
world is consisting of increasing 
the power of the powerful and the 
misery of the miserable (Abugu, 
2010, p. 12). 
In other words, scholars of this ideological 
orientation are of the view that globalization is 
increasing global poverty and unemployment and at 
the same time decreasing the living standard of 
workers while enhancing the gap between the rich 
and the poor countries. Though, that is not our 
major concern here, but its impact on the modern 
African states and its future. So much on the issue 
of globalization, we shall now turn to the new 
world order and sovereignty of the modern state. 
Sovereignty and the Modern State 
One of the basic attribute of the concept of 
sovereignty is its level of absolutism. Therefore, 
because the modern African states are presumed 
sovereign they are expected to be independent in 
their relation to other organizations, institutions or 
communities within a given territory. It may decide 
on its own to infuse its will towards them with a 
substance that need not be influenced or affected by 
the will of any other external power, either by force 
or persuasion. It is in addition presumed to be 
internally supreme within the territory over which 
it has claimed control. It can issue command to any 
person, association, institution or organization 
within that territory and expect that order to be 
strictly adhered to without question. Although it is 
inherent in the idea of state that those who dwell 
under it should be bound to obey its instructions 
independent of their own resolve, because the 
infringement of the state principle is punishable by 
infliction of some harm or penalties. Nevertheless, 
this public power called the state receive no 
command from any person, institutions or 
organization under any circumstances, however, it 
can receive and process request inform of input and 
output at its own will under no coercion of any 
type, that is, it cannot be commanded to do or not 
do. The point being made here is that, while it is 
understandable that the sovereign is perpetually 
engaged in major functions within that society over 
which it claimed supremacy, those functions cannot 
be reducible at any reasonable time to a command 
of any form. Alternatively, following John Austin‟s 
perception of the legal aspect of sovereignty, he 
contend that whatever approach is chosen in 
disambiguating the state and its legal attributes, it is 
first and foremost essential to recognize in a 
particular society that unambiguous superior to 
which habitual obedience is rendered by the entire 
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population. And that superior must not itself obey 
any order higher authority except by choice. He is 
of the view that when this authority which gives 
command that is habitually obeyed is discovered, 
then we have the sovereign power of the state 
(Austin‟s diary as cited in Murphy, 2013). He 
further argued that in any definite political 
organization, that sovereignty is determinate and 
unconditional, it‟s will is limitless because it cannot 
be restrained to act, for if it‟s so does it would 
cease to be supreme because it will then be subject 
to some restraining powers. Its strength of character 
is also indivisible, since if power over some 
organization, functions, or group of persons within 
that territory is absolute and irrevocably entrusted 
to another body, the sovereign would then cease to 
exercise a universal supremacy and by implication 
also cease to be viewed as supreme by definition. 
The will of a sovereign state is argued to be subject 
to no legal limitation of any kind, it has also been 
contended that what it purposes becomes right by 
mere announcement of intention (Lasky, 2004).     
The above exposition now begs the question as to 
what exactly is this phenomenon called the state? 
As in, what‟s expected to occupy the minds of men 
when the concept of state is called into discourse? 
The state in John Austin view is simply a legal 
order, exhibiting a determinate authority that acts 
as the ultimate source of power within a given 
society, secondly its authority is limitless, it may 
act wisely, unwisely or even dishonestly, or in 
ethical sense unjustly. However, for the purpose of 
legal theory he argued that the character of its 
actions are insignificant so long as they emanates 
from the authority competent enough to issue such 
order, they are the law. However, Sir, Henry Main 
did not completely agree with the above postulates 
but that should be a matter for another time. As 
always with concepts or constructs in the 
management and social science discipline the 
concept of state attracted many definitions from 
scholars of different background and social 
philosophy. In fact, it is here argued that over one 
hundred definition of the concept has been offered 
by concerned scholars and yet its security has not 
yet been secured. It might be as a result of this 
definition controversy that Professor Lasky in his 
classic work titled The Grammar of Politics 
argued that; 
No theory of the state is ever 
intelligibly save in the 
context of its time, what men 
think about the state are 
outcomes, always of the 
experience in which they are 
immersed. The massacre of 
Saint Bartholomew produces 
whiggism in the author of 
vindicia, the Puritan 
rebellion sent Hobbes 
searching for the formula of 
social peace; the glorious 
revolution of 1688 enable 
Lock to affirm that the 
power of the crown is built 
upon the consent of its 
subjects. Rousseau, Hegel, 
T. H Green all sought to give 
the mental climate of their 
time the rank of universal 
validity, and the more 
critical the epoch in which 
we live the more profound is 
the emphasis upon 
universality. Men fights 
grimely for status of 
ideology lest the experience 
they seek to validate be 
denied by their opponents 
(Lasky, 2004, p. 1). 
The above postulates only confirmed the degree of 
the elusive nature of the concept of state. Implying 
that there is no universally accepted definition of 
the concept but only a collection of rival 
definitions. But notwithstanding, we do wish to 
discuss them as plainly and objectively as we can, 
with a particular attention on the fundamental 
issues as they must surely emerge, while we 
attempt to illustrate its basic characters as is 
prevalent in the new world order, monopoly 
capitalism or globalization. 
The modern state has been perceived as a society of 
people, who are politically organized, within a 
defined territory, having its own government with 
coercive power to enforce obedience, and which is 
free from external control and demand of any sort 
(Samond, 2008). Samond by that definition appears 
to be implying that state is essentially a social order 
established by the dominant class within that 
collectivity through whatever means that is 
necessary, at least to them primarily to maintain 
what they consider to be order and justice within a 
defined territory by way of force and, or threat of 
use of physical force. Though Samond definition 
did not give us a holistic view or insight of what 
the concept really is, it did highlight the important 
of sovereignty as a major attribute of the modern 
state. Just like Samond, Asobie (2005) also see the 
state as an organized public power but he goes 
somewhat beyond him to assert that it stand above 
the society and only emerges when the society have 
been divided into classes, and is organized in 
accordance with the principles of territorialism. 
Note that classes as is here used are not related to 
sizes, as in big or small, or even reach or poor 
business partners. They are function of production, 
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they emanates from the contradiction within the 
relation of production which are associated with 
man‟s relation to the instrument of labor, 
alternatively, they are social categories arising from 
the distribution of the agent of production 
according to their relationship to the instrument of 
labour as owners and non-owners (Ake, 1979). 
However, it must be pointed out that Asobie in his 
definition did not tell us exactly how aloof is the 
state in the struggle for capital accumulation within 
these societies over which it claim supremacy. But 
he also emphasizes the sovereignty of the state, and 
by implication contends that it set the perspective 
or framework of all other organization within that 
territory and in addition also bring within its power, 
all forms of human activities the control of which it 
deem desirable and appropriate. It must be because 
of the implied logic of its supremacy that its argued 
that whatever remain free of its control within that 
enclave over which it claim supremacy does so by 
its own permission (Lasky, 2004). The concept has 
also been defined as „a territorial society, divided 
into government and subjects, claiming within its 
allotted physical area supremacy aver all other 
existing institutions, it is in fact the final legal 
depository of social will‟ (2004, p.24). a closer and 
meticulous examination of the above definitions 
would reveal that sovereignty and or supremacy 
kept appearing in the expositions, making it a 
conditio sena qua non for any social organization 
to be recognized as a state by definition. It is also 
same in Professor Igwe‟s argument when he insists 
that; 
The modern state is the creature 
of the bases and most decisive 
element of the superstructure, 
with class, politics, population, 
territory as its major attributes, 
and government its primary 
agency. A culmination of man‟s 
struggle in a settled life and the 
most comprehensive political 
organizational the society, 
embodying and expressing the 
common interest of the dominant 
class within the society and of the 
derivative of its ruling class 
within the government, both of 
which were able to attain and 
sustain preeminent through 
various designs including 
authoritative application of the 
use of physical force (Igwe, 
2000, p. 416-17).         
 The issue of sovereignty and centre of dominance 
stands out like an accusing finger in the above 
conception of state. Because sovereignty implies 
supreme coercive power. A state must enjoy 
monopoly over the instrument of coercion, because 
without it, it cannot be able to enforce a will to 
which it is compelled by the class relation it‟s 
established to maintain. And once it retain its 
sovereignty it cannot be bound by any other 
external rule or pressure to do or not to do, except 
by its own will and or, consent. Because if it were 
so bound it would cease by definition to be referred 
to as sovereign state Lasky, (2004). However, it is 
on this very ground that the title of African states to 
sovereignty is now under a serious scrutiny, but we 
shall come back to that later. 
Irrespective of the above expositions regarding the 
degree of state relation to sovereignty or supreme 
coercive power, we are not in any way implying 
that the state is unchanging organization or 
institution because it has been subject at every 
point in time to the laws of relentless unfolding of 
history. New forms of property, an alteration in the 
character of religious believe; physical condition at 
the moment of their coming to a situation beyond 
the control of men. These and things of this nature 
have combined to shape the substance and the 
character of the state. Its forms also cannot be 
argued to be constant, since it has been monarchic, 
aristocratic, democratic etc. the state as a public 
power as already highlighted in this study has also 
been in the control of the rich and poor, men have 
rule it by reason of their birth or by their position in 
a religious fellowship. However, such perception of 
the theory of sovereignty as first above mentioned 
has at least three facets from which it require a 
serious and meticulous re-evaluation. It requires 
first and foremost a historical analysis, the 
contemporary states has not escaped the categories 
of time. It has become what it is today, at its 
present stage by virtue of historical evolution. That 
evolutionary trend helps to understand the nature 
and character of its present power and the relentless 
threat its sovereignty has come to face, at least in 
the African context and ultimately present a 
glimpse of what its future might become (Lasky, 
2004; Ake, 1979). It is further argued that it is also 
a theory of law. Since it is bent on making the 
expression of a particular objective right without 
reference to what that objective actually contains 
(Lasky, 2004). It is thirdly a theory of political 
organization because of its emphasis that, there 
must be in every social organization a single centre 
of ultimate reference, that is, a kind of public 
power that would be able to settle or resolve any 
social dispute within its territory by saying the last 
word that must be obeyed generally under any 
circumstances. So much on the issue of state and its 
sovereignty, however, from the socio-political and 
economic angle such notion of sovereignty as 
broached in this study, at least in Africa no longer 
hold sway in the new world order. The techniques 
and methodologies in which the African states 
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conduct their internal affairs and their day to day 
administrative responsibilities in relation to other 
states, especially from the global north are clearly 
and undoubtably no longer a matter in which they 
are entitled to be the sole judge or decider. Why is 
that? the answer to that is pretty clear, and can be 
acquired from the fact that, the political 
development under globalization is consisting of a 
highly interlaced and interactive web of collective 
will, operating in space outside of the national 
border, but still with an eye towards the welfare of 
the citizens within a national border (Castells, 
1997). He further contends that under this 
technologically induced space, or globalization, the 
institution of the state or government are 
increasingly operating and developing within the 
meta-space of political action, and every socio-
political and economic development must be 
considered within the numerous connections being 
established as globalization expands. Therefore, the 
new world order, monopoly capitalism or 
globalization, simply implies the organized 
subordination of the state to an authority in which 
each may have a say, but in which also that voice is 
never the self determined source of decision that 
concern their citizens. However, the explication of 
the above conception into institutional term would 
be a subject for another time. Although, it is here 
argued that the dwindling circumstances of state 
sovereignty, particularly in African and the 
developing world in general is the only condition 
without which the new world order would atrophy.  
The New World Order and Its Victims: The 
Sovereignty of African States in Perspective.      
The basic issues in the new international socio-
political, cultural and economic relations are at 
least logically straightforward. What has been 
challenged is the sovereignty of African state. It is 
almost a dictum in social science communities as 
Tomas Hobbes has made known, that in every 
political society where anarchy is to be avoided, 
there must be a supreme authority which gives 
order to all and receive order from non. This 
authority is known and refers to as the supreme 
public power; which is exercised in the name of the 
state by the government to whom its day to day 
administration is entrusted. Nevertheless, it has 
been argued that the title of this state to obedience 
from its citizens is dependent upon her 
performance of some basic functions; the most 
common being the ability of the state to internally 
secure law and order, to protect its populations 
from both internal and external aggression, 
especially the later. And in recent times to secure 
economic welfare in form of welfare state, on the 
widest possible scale (Lasky, 2004). No one would 
argue that African states do not provide law and 
order among her populations. But what is in doubt 
is her ability to perform the second and third 
postulates under the new world order, which has 
metamorphose into what Hobbes has already called 
a bellum omnium contra omnes in his discussion 
of civil society in the state of nature. It therefore, 
follows that the title of African state to sovereignty 
as is here defined may now be considered doubtful. 
Since a closer examination would reveal that the 
new world order has ushered in a novel socio-
political, economic and cultural situation that is 
completely strange to the realities of our own time 
and African states. The national economies of 
Africa continent and other developing nations of 
the globe have been dismantled totally, and then 
reconstructed as a mare component part and, or 
element of the on-going global production and 
finance system which is  a qualitative but distinct 
international economic structure from the previous 
epoch. When African states or countries had 
national economies but are externally linked and, or 
connected to one another and to outside world 
through trade and finance flow (Robinson, 2004). 
However, such external linkage as hitherto known 
to the African nations is now a closed chapter. It 
has been changed in the new world order from the 
international trade integration to global production 
integration. Nonetheless, this variants  of change in 
the global economic relation within the past three 
decades is not in tandem with the prevailing 
development theories, especially the dependency 
theories which sees the modern world economy as 
broken down into distinct competing economies, 
bringing together the national capitalist and firms 
with their respective states which the theory posit 
as a conditio sena qua non in the modern world 
system (Wallenstein, 1974; Cox, 1998 and 
Robinson, 2003). African states with hands tied to 
their back under this global production integration 
found themselves incapacitated and unable to 
perform one of the primary functions to which they 
exist to perform. Therefore, it stood aside and 
watched as their human and natural resources are 
plundered by companies and people from distant  
land without regard to its effect on the local 
populations, in the name of globalization or the 
new world order. It therefore imply that, the new 
world order also signify  the obituary of the 
sovereignty of African states, for sovereignty mean 
supreme coercive power without which the state 
cannot enforce a will to which it is compelled by 
the class relation it exist to maintain. 
How did Africa nations found themselves in this 
present socio-political and economic chaos? The 
answer to that is very simple, the contradictions in 
the domestic capitalist economy not only transform 
it, they also transplant it. As already pointed out by 
Ake (1981), this transplanting of capitalism arises 
from those contradictions which condense the rate 
of profits and arrest the capitalization of surplus 
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value. Confronted with this type of circumstances it 
is unavoidable that the capitalist who has 
historically relied on profit maximization for 
survival would find a new place where the process 
of accumulation would continue as usual. It is these 
predicaments that lead the capitalist to turn to 
foreign lands, far away from their own countries, 
buccaneering, subjugating and attacking them and 
finally integrate their latent economies to those of 
the advanced and developed capitalist nations of 
the global north. We acknowledge that there may 
be some dissenting views from the above postulates 
but it is here strongly contended that this 
expansionary nature of capitalism lead to the 
Breton Woods conference in 1944. Where the 
formula for debt addiction for the LDCs in general 
and African state in particular was hatched. 
Debt addiction may not be the primary motive for 
the all-important global summit in 1944, but as 
time progresses and the protectionist policies of the 
newly independence nations or countries in the 
global south refused to be penetrated by the 
capitalist lords from the global north they turned to 
their government who pressure the institutions to 
modify their resolution. Ipso facto, previous 
mandate was revisited and the debt trap was set for 
the unlucky ones, mostly from the third world 
countries as a means to unlock their protectionist 
policies. Although the original mandate was issued 
at the Breton Woods, the primary agencies; the 
World Bank, International Monetary Fund and the 
General Agreement on Tariff and Trade, 
subsequently modify the original mandate in the 
1980s to serve strictly the interest of the already 
developed capitalist countries to the detriment of 
the growing economies of the third world. Africa 
and other LCDs were swindled into economic 
ambush through disinformation and other 
meretricious means by the Breton Woods 
institutions. Among the strategies employed was 
that the World Bank and the IMF would provide 
assistance to them with their long term 
development investment, in form of aids or loan. 
And also provide liquidity to cover or overcome 
their short term balance of payment deficit. That is, 
they promised liquidity in a world of imperfect 
market, in order to help the LCDs to maintain 
output as close as possible to full employment. But 
this assistance was strictly dependent on the 
recipient countries engaging in appropriate 
expansionary policies (Stiglitz, 2001). Exactly what 
appropriate expansionary policy imply remains 
unclear. 
 However, African state were among the very first 
to get caught in this economic trap set by the 
Breton Woods institutions. In their quest to produce 
for global market under the pretext of pursuing 
export oriented development most of these 
developing nations of the third world including 
Africa run into external debt. When that happened 
in the 1980s the process of sovereignty annihilation 
began in the third world countries, with the World 
Bank and IMF conditionality which include; 
privatization of state owned industries, consist of, 
among other basic issues, water cooperation and 
health care, cutting the government spending and 
imposition of user fees, reducing tariff and import 
duties, liberalization of capital market, which lead 
to unstable trading in currencies, market base 
pricing, which tends to increase the cost of basic 
goods, higher interest rate and trade liberalization. 
Including the elimination of foreign currency 
control, protection for manufacturing sector, 
employment security, reducing the tax rate and 
deregulating the financial market, to mention only a 
few outstanding ones that come to mind. Though, 
the measures extended also to the labor laws, 
environmental regulations, civil service 
requirements, energy policies and government 
procurement (Hayter and Watson, 1995). These are 
areas that are supposedly under the exclusive 
control of the supreme public authority in any 
given society not just in Africa. However, with the 
successful enforcement of these measures in Africa 
by the Breton Woods institutions and their crones 
the annihilation of the African states and its 
sovereignty was completed. Since they can no 
longer enforce those obligations to which they are 
compelled by the class relation they exist to 
maintain. Ipso facto the Africa populations are no 
longer protected by any supreme public power they 
can call their own, and consequently found 
themselves in a situation already described as a 
bellum omnium contra omnnes. They are now 
under the mercy of the new world order or 
globalization engendered by the Breton Woods 
institutions and empowered by monopoly 
capitalism. With the sovereignty of African states 
successfully dismembered the IMF and World 
Bank mission is completed. Economic surplus 
generated in Africa can now be exported to the 
advanced capitalist countries with little or no 
hindrance, irrespective of the negative impact it 
unleashes on the African population. 
The consequences of this encounter indeed, have 
been disastrous not just in the socio-political and 
environmental terms but also in the economic 
aspects of human existence. Under the IMF and 
World Bank structural adjustment programme the 
external debt of the third world countries rise to 
609 billion US dollars in the 1980s, and in 2011 
after twenty years of the unfortunate encounter it 
totaled 2.4 trillion US dollars (Cavangh and 
Mender, 2003). In 2001 African countries paid 
about 6.3 billion US dollars more in debt services 
than it received from external aid in long term loan 
and credits. Africa spends about four times more on 
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debt service payment than it does on health care 
services and basic education (2003). So gigantic 
was the capital drain in the continent that a 
Canadian, former World Bank director argued that  
„not since the conquistadors plundered Latin 
America has the world experience such a flow of 
capital in the direction we see today‟(Bello, 
Cummings, and Rou 1993, p.49).By completely 
restraining the government spending on social 
amenities and other basic necessities of human 
existence in favor of debt servicing, or loan 
repayment, the Breton Woods institutions 
eviscerated the African states, leaving in its wake 
an economic crises of unparallel intensity. And the 
concomitant poverty and hunger engendered by the 
subsidy removal in basic items, including food, 
health care and education. Apart from dominating 
the African market and increasing the debt profile 
of the third world countries, the new world order or 
globalization as it‟s recently referred to also erode 
the power and sovereignty of African states. 
Conclusion 
Capital and technology is here argued to be the 
main driver of this new world order. The major 
driver of this new vision of socio-political, 
economic and cultural transformation. In a little 
less than four decades, we have entered into a new 
global community that is quiet different in final 
texture from that in which our ancestors dwelled 
upon. It is no longer in those placid societies when 
African countries had national economies and are 
only externally connected to each order and to the 
outside world through trade and finance flow. And 
where a visitor from China seemed a stranger from 
another planet. In the new world order, the 
international community has experienced a sudden 
shift from the earlier international trade or market 
integration to the contemporary global production 
integration. The epoch in which the basic 
necessities of our own lives is dependent upon our 
production capabilities are long gone. The 
inhabitant of the new global community is now 
privileged to access commodities fashioned by any 
country in this planet earth.  
 And this structural and physical development is 
sustained by capital and technology whose fusion 
has formed an economic system, in which a mere 
explanation is so intricate that scholars hardly agree 
either upon its character or the result of its 
manifestations. But whichever color the wave of 
the debate decides to take, one thing is crystal clear 
irrespective of the angle the observer chooses to 
stand; that the contradiction inherent in the 
maturation of capital and technology has created 
two opposing classes in the new world order. 
Classes as used in this context does not refer to the 
class of big and small or rich and poor trading 
partners, they are function of production, and they 
emanates from the contradiction within the relation 
of production which are associated with man‟s 
relation to the instrument of labor. More 
specifically, they are here seen as social categories, 
arising from the distribution of the agent of 
production according to their relation to the 
instrument of labor as owners and non-owners 
(Ake, 1979).  
In the new world order, it is technology and capital, 
particularly the former which mediate between man 
and his natural environment. It is therefore; by the 
means of these factors that modern man reproduces 
himself and harnesses nature to the satisfaction of 
his need. But the class distribution in the new world 
order, is comprises of countries who relate to 
nature as the owners of capital and technologies 
and those countries who relate to it as non-owner of 
capital and technologies. As Castells has argued in 
his study titled The power of identity, the model of 
technology especially the network is the most 
pervading force of our own time, for instance he 
contend that the unification of Europe is a creation 
of a network state “ one of the most important trend 
defining the new world” (Castells, 1997, p. 338). 
The development of internet and internet culture 
has rendered the boundaries of the modern states 
useless. Even the international law is struggling to 
keep up with the lightning velocity of the social 
change and the uncontrollable events that affects 
both digital and non-digital space. (Hardee, 2004). 
China‟s attempt to control the information network 
is a good example of the level of political strength 
of modern technologies. In fact it has been argued 
that “the open source nature of the digital network 
where politician expression is limited only by 
impute device has radically redistributed political 
sovereignty in our own time, empowering only 
those plugged in directly or indirectly, and by so 
doing created a fertile soil for emerging global 
body politic” (Hardee, 2004, p.4). The global 
economy has been reduced to at least, a unit of 
interdependent, to the point that, a politician of 
Tokyo can make social and economic decision not 
less momentous for Bonn that those of Berlin or 
Frankfurt. These physical and structural changes 
are empowered by a socio-political, economic and 
cultural transformation that is recently referred to 
as the new world order or globalization. 
Therefore, in the face of globalization, the 
sovereignty of African states atrophied, since it is 
not every country can attempt to control the 
internet and information technologies as China has 
done in recent time, in an effort to protect their 
sovereignty. It is then unquestionably clear that the 
meta-space of internet in the new world order 
created a dominant socio-political and economic 
sphere that is out to eliminating the sovereignty of 
the dominated class, while dependent on the 
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economic surplus of this dominated classes that 
become the third world countries of the globe, as 
their major sources of capital accumulation. It is on 
this note that it is argued that globalization has 
corroded the sovereignty of African states, 
although scholars such as Del Rosso still contend 
otherwise in his article titled The Insecure States, 
where he elaborated on the increased global 
connectivity in recent times. But he is of the view 
that the modern states after the World War II 
require reassessment and redefinitions. In fact in all 
of this, Africa in particular and the third world 
countries in general are at the beginning of what 
would unquestionably prove an epoch of decisive 
important in the history of political philosophy. The 
state has continued to develop as it has always been 
since its inception over five hundred years ego. 
This is not just a semantics point but something 
more, it underlines the fact that we have entered 
into yet a new phase of global relentless unfolding 
history of the state. But it appears that African 
states have reached its attainable development limit 
if the current definition of the state is to be taken 
into account. Except there is a reverse or an 
alteration in the present international economic 
relation which is not likely, therefore, the African 
states has entered their final transitional stage 
where these new presumed independent state that 
emerged from the remnant of the earlier colonial 
empires are attempting to establish a unique place 
and ensure their viability in an age that is 
unquestionably becoming too difficult to 
understand and therefore more in need of serious 
thought.  
References  
Ake, C. (1979).The Revolutionary Pressure in Africa , London: Zeed Publications  
Ake, C. (1981). The Political Economy of Africa, New York: Longman Group Limited. 
Asobie, A. H. (2002). International relations, foreign policy, and the prospects and problems of globalization. 
Paper presented at the ASSU state of the nation conference on the theme; The crises of Nigeria 
state, perspectives and challenges. Abuja: Nigeria.  
Bello, W., Cummings, S and Rau, B. (1993). IMF/World Bank: devastation by design. Covert action Quarterly, 
4 (7), 44-60.  
Castells, M. (1997).  The power of identity. Vol.II. the imformation age, economy, society and  culture. Malden: 
Blackwell Publishers. 
Castells, M. (2000).the end of millennium vol. III, . The imformation age, economy, society and  culture. 
Malden: Blackwell Publishers Inc. 
Cavangh, J. and Mender, M. (2003). World Bank, IMF turned third world nations into loan addicts . The CCPA 
Monitor. 
Clark,I. (2000). Beyond the Great Divide. Globalization and the Theories of International Relations”. Review of 
International Studies. 24 (4) 100-115. 
 Cox, R.W. (1987). Production, Power and World Order: Social Forces in the making of history, New York: 
Columbia University Press. 
Del Rosso, S.J. (1995). The insecure state: What future for the state? Daedalus: Kumzon Publications. 
Dickson, P. (2003). Global shift: reshaping the global economic map in the twenty  first century, 4
th
 edn, New 
York: Goldford Press. 
Hardee, J. (2004). The new world order: development, technology and sovereignty . Paper presented to the 
department of political science, Arizona State University.  
Hayter, T. and Watson, C. (1998). Aid: rhetoric and Realities. London: Pluto press  
Ibeanu, O. (2000). Reflections on globalization and American pragmatisms: An African  view point. Nsukka: 
Apex Publications. 
Igwe, O. (2002), Politics and Globe Dictionary, Enugu: James Enterprises  
 
Lasky, J. (2004), A grammar of politics, New Delhi: Surgeet publications 
Naiman, R. and Watkins, N. (1999). A survey of IMF structural adjustment in Africa: Growth, social spending 
and debt relief. Centre for economic and policy research , 6 (2), 56-79.  
Olisa, M. S. O. (1999), “Nigeria and Globalization: Lessons from the United States of America”. Paper 
Presented at a Public Lecture Organized by The Center For American Studies. University of Nigeria 
Nsukka. 
Onuoha, (2007), Globalization and Ethnic War in Africa. In J. Onuoha and J.O.C. Ozioko (eds), Contemporary 
Issues in Social Sciences, 2
nd
 eds. Nsukka: Top Most Publications. 142-161. 
Onuoha, J. (2004), Globalization. The State and the Challenges of Unemployment in Nigeria”. In J. Onuoha and 
P. U. Okpoko (eds), Ethnic Nationalism and Democratic Consolidation; Perspectives from Nigeria 
and United States of America. Nsukka: AP Express Publication. 381-390. 
Onuoha, J. (2004). Globalization, the state, and the challenges of unemployment in nigeria, in J. Onuoha and P. 
U. Ukpoko (eds). Ethnic nationalism and democratic consolidation; perspectives from Nigeria and 
United States of America. Nsukka: AP Express Publications, 381-390.  
       9  
99 
Asian Journal of Multidisciplinary Studies, 5(9) September, 2017 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Robinson, W (2003), A theory of Global Capitalism: Class and State in a Transnational World. Baltimore, MD 
Johns Hopkins University Press. 
Robinson, W. (2004). From State Hegemony to transnational Hegemony: A global capitalism approach . In 
IReifer (ed) Globalization, Hegemony and Power: Antisystemic Movement and global system,  
Boulder, Co: Paradigm Press. 
Stigltz, J. E. (2001). The failure of the fund: Rethinking the IMF response. Harvard international Review, 23 (2) 
14-18.  
Valeri, L.(200). Securing the internet society: towards an international regime for information assurance. Studies 
in conflicts and terrorism, 23 (2), 23-39. 
Wallenstein, I. (1974). The modern world system vol. I; capitalist agriculture and the origin of the  European 
world economy in the 16
th
 century. New York: Academic Press. 
Wallenstein, I. (2000). “Globalization or the age of transition”, The Journal of international sociology Vol. 12, 
No 8. 
 Wallenstein, I. (2004). Africa and the modern world. Trenten: African world press.  
World Bank. (1997). The world development report 1997: the state in a changing world . Washington D.C: 
Oxford University Press.  
 
